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It has been said that the United States of America manu- 
factures more heroes on less raw material than any other nation 
in the world. We do not think that this charge is entirely with- 
out foundation. Witness the soon made and 
A Resurrection, sooner forgotten heroes of the last decade. 
The re-interment of the body of James 
Wilson at Christ's Church, Philadelphia, alluded to in the last 
issue of the Register, seems to give further credence to this 
condition of affairs ; for it brought out an amount of adulation 
of that Justice as a jurist which we do not think is at all justified 
by the facts of the case. Wilson was beyond doubt a man of 
great distinction in his day. A Signer of the Declaration, a 
member of the United States Constitutional Convention, a Justice 
of the Supreme Court commissioned by Washington, he must 
have been a man of no small degree intelligence, strength, 
and power, but to speak of him as the equal of John Marshall 
as a jurist, or as in any way the foreshadower of Marshall's 
views of the Constitution, is absolutely without foundation. 
That he "out-Hamiltoned Hamilton" his opinion in Chisholm v. 
Georgia, 2 Dallas 419, plainly evinces; but this opinion and his 
opinion in Ware v. . Hylton, 3 Dallas 199, are the only two 
opinions worth reading in his whole career as a Justice of the 
Supreme Court. The fact is that he only delivered eight opin- 
ions whilst on the Supreme Bench. Three of these are contained 
in three, four, and eight lines each, of the official reports and 
amount practically to nothing. The other four evince no par- 
ticular learning or ability out of the ordinary. That in Ware v. 
Hylton is only a little over one page in length; so the whole of 
this reputation given him by his adulators must depend upon 
Chisholm v. Georgia. If one reads Justice Iredell's opinion in 
the same case with an unprejudiced eye, it can be seen that the 
North Carolinian was in every way the equal if not the superior 
of the Pennsylvania Justice. 
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It has been suggested — we are afraid by a Moss-back old 
States-right Democrat — that a great deal of the praise bestowed 
upon the late Justice had for its purpose to call public attention 
to the growing demand in this country by certain persons for an 
even stronger centralization of government than we now have, 
and to resurrect along with the Justice's body the almost wholly 
forgotten opinion in Chisholm v. Georgia, which was a plea 
for the "Nation" as against the Sovereign States. 

R. T. W. Duke, Jr. 



We are informed that the statement in a newspaper of a 
recent date that Alfred P. Thorn, Esq., General Counsel for 
the Southern Railway, had stated that there was no criminal 
liability resting on the operator who was 
Criminal directly responsible for an accident on their 

Responsibility line, is incorrect, and that Mr. Thorn was 
for Negligence, misquoted by the newspaper. We under- 
stand from the best authority that Mr. 
Thorn's views are entirely in accordance with the views of 
the Register as stated in an editorial on this subject in the 
January number. 

Comment has been made upon our editorial in regard to the 
number of reversals contained in 104 Virginia Reports. Whilst 
that article was intended of course for the profession, who 

would know that it did not represent appeals and 
Reversals, writs of error refused, yet it has been suggested 

that it is not exactly fair to judge the work of 
the Court of Appeals in the matter of reversals by the number 
of cases contained in the reported volume. This criticism of 
course is absolutely just and we are glad to be able to say 
that by examining the number of appeals and writs of error 
refused, we find that about 72 per cent, of the cases that go up 
to the Appellate Bench in Virginia are sustained— in qther 
words, taking the writs of error and appeals refused, which of 
course amount to a confirmation of the decision of the lower 
court, the percentage of reversals in the State of Virginia is 
about twenty-eight in one hundred. 



